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1 INTRODUCTION

ABSTRACT

In this work we develop a new method to turn a state-of-thdvadrodynamical cosmolog-
ical simulation of galaxy formation (HYD) into a simple seamalytic model (SAM). This
is achieved by summarizing the efficiencies of accretionling, star formation, and feed-
back given by the HYD, as functions of the halo mass and ré&d3thie SAM then uses these
functions to evolve galaxies within merger-trees that ateaeted from the same HYD. Sur-
prisingly, by turning the HYD into a SAM, we conserve the masmdividual galaxies, with
deviations at the level of 0.1 dex, on an object-by-objesidawvith no significant system-
atics. This is true for all redshifts, and for the mass ofsstard gas components, although
the agreement reaches 0.2 dex for satellite galaxies atddshift. We show that the same
level of accuracy is obtained even in case the SAM uses orgyphiase of gas within each
galaxy. Moreover, we demonstrate that the formation hystblone massive galaxy provides
sufficient information for the SAM to reproduce the popuatbf galaxies within the entire
cosmological box. The reasons for the small scatter bettveeHYD and SAM galaxies are:
a) The efficiencies are matched as functions of the halo masseglshift, meaning that the
evolution within merger-trees agrees on average. b) Fovengjalaxy, efficiencies fluctuate
around the mean value on time scales of 0.2-2 Gyr. ¢) Thewsritass components of galax-
ies are obtained by integrating the efficiencies over tinmetaging out these fluctuations. We
compare the efficiencies found here to standard SAM recipédiad that they often deviate
significantly. For example, here the HYD shows smooth amneghat is less effective for low
mass haloes, and is always composed of hot or dilute gasngaslless effective at high red-
shift; and star formation changes only mildly with cosmiagi. The method developed here
can be applied in general to any HYD, and can thus serve as enoarfanguage for both
HYDs and SAMs.

Key words: galaxies: evolution - galaxies: formation - galaxies: lealelarge-scale structure
of Universe.

their level of complexity, and in the typical scales that ae
ing resolved or properly modeled. In general, a simple misti

The formation and evolution of galaxies within our Univeise
complicated process that combines two very different meishas.
On the one hand, the hierarchical growth of dark-matterctire
drives the aggregation of galaxies, on time-scales thapmegor-
tional to redshift [(Press & Schechier 1974; Lacey & Cole 1993
On the other hand, the baryonic physics determines thepiater
between gas and stars, on time scales that are affecteddyloe
cesses of cooling, star formation (SF) and feed
11978; Dekel & Sill 1986 White & Frerik 1991 iker
@). The combination of these two disciplines shapes the c
plex evolution of galaxies over cosmic time.

Models that take into account the above processes differ in
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tion can be made between two different approaches, namdiphy
dynamical simulations (hereafter HYDs), and semi-analgibd-
els (SAMs). HYDs try to follow the evolution of a galaxy, by
modelling in great detail the hydrodynamics and gravitatews
that are in play. These models often use more théh parti-
cles to describe one galaxy, and thus allow its detailedcstru
ture to be explored. However, HYDs are still limited to a fi-
nite resolution, which does not allow all the processes men-
tioned above to be followed properly. Consequently, HYDy re
on ‘sub-grid’ analytical laws, that describe SF, feedbaakd
the structure of the inter-stellar medium (ISM). For a few ex

amples of HYD studies, see Katz et al. (1996); Governatolet al

(11999); Springel&Hernguist (20b3" Scannapieco ét aI.O@O
\Schaye et a

IL(2010); Agertz et al. (2011).
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A different approach, adopted by SAMs, is to treat each galax SAM. In sectior[ b we further discuss a few additional testthef
as one unresolved object, using integrated propertiessrithe the formalism, and try to pin down the reasons for its successtly,a
mass of stars, cold gas, hot gas, and the black hole. Sinbeeat we summarize and discuss the results in se€fion 7.
ponent of the galaxy is represented by one number, the dgsami
within the galaxy is not resolved, and one needs to come up wit
laws for star formation, cooling, and feedback that aredvati av-
erage for the entire galaE/Due to their simplicity, SAMs can pro-

vide a statistical sample of galaxies, and can explore & lpogtion 2.1 The hydrodynamical simulation (HYD)
of their parameter space. For more details, the readerasreef to

some recent SAM studiels: Monaco et Al. (2007); Somervililet In this work we use a cosmological hydrodynamical simutatio

(2008): [Benson & Bower| (201.0J; Guo ef al. (2011); Wang bt al. (HYD) based on the OverWhelmingly Large Simulations (OWLS)
Zglj;' Khochfar et al[ (2011). project 10). This project includes a laegeo$

In the last two decades, HYDs and SAMs have been used asHYDs with various different physical ingredients that weted-
the two major tools for studying the formation and evolutiafn ied extensively by e.g. Sales ef al. (2010): Wiersma et 113,
galaxies. Detailed comparisons between the two approaatees van de Voort et & et _"I—@o—ilLJg—LLe—d' McCarthy etial. (2011). Here weyonl
thus important both for developing better models, and for-ha ~US& One simulation setup, the same as the ‘reference maelel’ d
ing a common language to interpret different models. Fdligw  Veloped b@a@m). In brief, this model inctudse
this reasoning, various comparisons between the two methete diative cooling based an Wiersma e! al. (2009), following ¢ion-
made to date. Most of these studies have focused on the pesces trllbutlons from 1.1 different elements that are released tellas
of accretion and cooling, finding some agreement at low fiéish ~ Winds from massive stars, AGB stars and by supernovae o$ tigpe
and larger deviations at high-For more details, sée Benson etal. and Il, as described In Wiersma et Wiersma e MO_OQ)' The SF law igegli
(2001);] Yoshida et al.[ (2002); Helly etlal. (2008): Cattareal. by the observed Kennlcutt-.Schmldt law, implemented |n'tlrrmf
(2007): [Viola et al. [(2008)[_Saro eflal, (2010). Luetal (g1 Of a pressure law as described in Schaye & Dalla Vebchia (2008
Hirschmann et al.[(2011). In each of the above works, both the Supernova (SN) f_eedback is mod_eled by injecting SN en_ergyln
SAM and the HYD are adopting a specific model with a given Nnetic form, following Dalla Vecchia & Schaye (2008). This deb

parametrization. Thus, it is not clear if the discrepandmsnd includes neither active galactic nuclei (AGN) nor blackesol
between the HYD and SAM galaxies are due to the limitation of We ran a new simulation that is identical to the OWLS refer-
. . h 3 .
each methodology, or are just a simple outcome of the specific €"C& model with a box size of 160" Mpc, and2 x 512° particles
model chosen. A few other works have tried to quantify thesitsy of dark-matter, gas and stars. The simulation outputs waveds
of HYDs without using a SAM (e.d. Hernquist & Sprindel 2003: in 68 snapshots, more than the original run, and approxignate
Rasera & Teyssiér 2005; Davé eflal. 2011). Although suctiesu spaced by 200 Myr, froma = 20 to z = 0. The dark-matter particle
are important for understanding the physics of galaxy fdionait mass equal$.06 x 10® h~' M, and baryonic particles have initial

771 ; ;
is difficult to estimate the accuracy of these models foniiuftial mass oB.66 x 10" A~ M. Thf’ comoving (Plummer-equivalent)
objects. gravitational softening is 7.8 “kpc (with a maximum value of 2

Recently/ Stringer et Al (2010) have tried a different path h~'kpc in physical units). The underlying cosmological parame
attack this issue, by trying to tune a SAM according to thesityy (€S @re: Qm, o, ns, 2, h)= (0.238, 0.74, 0.951, 0.0418, 0.73),
of a HYD. These authors managed to modify a SAM based on €onsistent with the WMAP 5-year dala (Komatsu e al. 2 009).
.6), so that it will roughly reproduce thetoiig of . Onl egch output snapshot we have run mF algonthm
one disk galaxy within a HYD. Since their work was based oryonl  With @ linking length of 0.2[(Davis et 5. 1985) to identifylbes

one galaxy, and since some deviations between their SAMrand t  With more than 20 dark-matter particles. TeBBFIND algorithm
HYD remained, it is still not clear how well the two methodgies d_SpLLngﬂLel_dlLZQ_Ql) was then used to identify subhalogh wi
agree more than 20 particles within haloes (i.e. the minimum sildha
. 9 97 —1 H

In this work we would like to take this approach one step fur- MasS ranges between<10™ to 8x10° A~ Mg, depending on
ther. We will develop a method to extract the physics of a H u  Which particles are included). In our implementatiGysFinD
ing the simulation output, in a way that can be used within M1SA ~ Uses both dark matter and baryonic partlcmmﬁo
We use a large cosmological hydrodynamical simulationetham Slnce §atelllte sub.haloes within a dense enwronment dea ble-
state-of-the-art physical modelling, as developed by $ekaal. ing stripped of the[r dark-matter., .subhaloes occgsmr’ra.jls{ only
M)- Our task is to explore the level of complexity neetigc star and gas particles. In addition, fragmentation mighipea

SAM in order to follow accurately the formation historiesgaflax- within haloes, creating new subhaloes, with only gas andpsta
ies as modeled by the HYD within a large cosmological box. ticles. We have constructed merger-trees of subhaloe®isdme

This paper is organized as follows. In secfidn 2 we deschibet W&y as described (n Springel ef MOl). The trees indiloitbe-
HYD and the SAM used here, and the method being used to extract™ation on the subhaloes and their hest groups.
SAM ingredients out of the HYD. These ingredients are priesken
in section[ 8, emphasizing the differences in comparisontan-s . )
dard SAMs. The galaxies produced by both models are comparedz'2 The semi-analytic model (SAM)

in sectior 4. A model with one gas phase is presented in $dfio  Here we describe the semi-analytic model (SAM) used in tioiskw
showing a similar match to the HYD as in the case of the stahdar For more details on the model, including various specifinades

for galaxy evolution, see Neistein & Weinmann (2010). Thedeio

follows galaxies inside the complex structure of mergees; and

2 METHODS

L In more detailed SAMs, that model e.g. the SF rate as a functidhe uses simple laws for cooling, SF, accretion, merging, aediack.
disk radius[(Dutton & van den Bosth 2009; Fu éf al. 2010) omeisito as- Unlike other SAMs, these laws are simplified to be functiofis o
sume an ad-hoc density profile within the disk. only the host subhalo mass and redshift.
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2.2.1 Quiescent evolution

Galaxies that do not experience merger events are termedliee
‘quiescently’. Each galaxy is modeled by three phases ofdves,

@)

The definitions ofmcoa and muot are motivated by the HYD:
meola 1S the mass of the cold and dense gas that is able to form
stars (temperature smaller’}Q density larger than 0.1 ¢, mi,o

is all the rest of the gas within the host subhalo, includiag that
was previously inside the subhalo but was later ejected.ekhet
definitions of the different gas phases are given in the rentian.
We note that there exist various different definitions foldcand
hot gas in the literature. Although our definition agreesilie ap-
proach adopted by SAMs, it is different from recent studiaseal
on HYDs, as will be discussed below. In addition to our stadda
model, we will test various scenarios with differing numbégas
phases.

In the following we lay out the basic set of differential equa
tions that describe the evolution of these phases using H seta
of a priori physical assumptions. These equations have treen
basis for the standard paradigm of galaxy formation for ®@r
years now|(Rees & Ostriker 1977; Silk 1977; White & Rees 1978;
White & Frenk 19911).

A fresh supply of gas into the galaxy is provided by smooth
accretion along with the growth of the host dark-matter sidoh
The efficiency of hot accreted gas is modeled by

fa - My, if M, >0

a galaxy :  (Mstar, Mcold, Mhot) -

[tht] accretion

@)

0 otherwise

Here M, is the subhalo mass, defined as the total mass of dark-
matter particles within the subhald?,, is the growth rate of dark-
matter coming from particles that are not included in othdr-s
haloes (not mergers). Square brackets are used to idemdiifyid-
ual processes, in this case it is the contributiomQ,, due to ac-
cretion. We allowf, to be a function of the halo mass and redshift,
although in standard SAMs (elg. Croton éf al. 20086) it is atamt
that equals the universal baryonic fractﬂ)ﬁzb/ﬂm = 0.1756. In
general, a similar component of cold accretion might exisiw-
ever, as will be discussed below, cold accretion is nedégiloe to
our definition of cold gas, which includes a threshold in dgns

Hot gas may radiate and cool according to

(©)

The cooling efficiency,fc = f.(Maz,2), is a function of the host
halo massM;, and the redshift only, and is written in units of

[mCOId]cooling == [tht]cooling = fc " Mot -

Gyr~!. We assume that the SF rate is proportional to the amount of
cold gas,

[mstar]SF = — [mcold]sp = fs * Meold (4)
wheref, = f.(My, z) has units of Gyr'. Gas can be heated due

to SN explosions and move from the cold phase into the hot. In
the HYD used here, core collapse SN events follow star faomat
after a short delay of 30 Myr. Therefore, the feedback shbeld
proportional to the SF rate,

®)

[mCOId]feedback =
fdfs * Meold -

[tht]feedback ==

fd [mstar]sp =

2 For low mass haloes, reionization introduces a filteringsrsasle that

gives lower baryon fractions (e@Eooz).
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Similar to the other ingredients, feedback is modeled bynatfan
of the halo mass and redshfff = fa(Mx, 2).

All the processes above can be united into a set of diffeaknti
equations,

= fs * Meold

(fS + fdfs) * Meold + fc * Mhot
= fafs - Mcold — fe - Muot + fa - Mh .
Each physical process is described by one functj, fesulting

in a set of linear inhomogeneous differential equations fidt ac-
cretion, f, - My, is the ‘source term’ that governs the total baryonic

mass within each galaxy. The other three efficiencjes f., fa)
define the complex evolution of gas and stars within a galaxy.

Mstar

(6)

Meold = —

mhot

222 Satellitegalaxies

In this work we assume that each subhalo includes only orzxgal
Since subhaloes might contain only star particles, smahaloes
inside massive&OF groups can survive longer than in dark-matter
only simulations. We note that although our SAM uses only the
dark-matter mass for each subhalo, the location of the $oilaimal
its merging time are affected by the dynamical processelimwit
the HYD, including contributions from the gas and star pées.
Satellite subhaloes are defined as all subhaloes insidegroup
except for the central (most massive) subhalo. Becausgigaland
subhaloes have a one-to-one correspondence, we use théesame
minology for central and satellite galaxies.

While satellite galaxies move within theioFgroup, they suf-
fer from mass loss due to tidal stripping. This is modeled dgi-a
tional terms in the differential equations above:

Mstar = fs * Mecold
Meold = — (fs + fafs + ac) - Meold + fe - Mot @
Mhot = fafs - Meola — (fe + @r) - Mhot + fa - M, .

The additional terms including;,, «. are computed only for satel-
lite galaxies, and describe the stripping of hot and coldrgapec-
tively. In general, a similar parameter for stellar strigpican be
added, but it is negligible in the analysis done here. Ourehall
lows for the stripped mass to be added to the central obje¢t o
be lost to the inter-galactic medium. For satellite galexadl the
efficiency valuesf., f4, fs are based on the subhalo mass at the
last time the subhalo was central within i#SF group.

2.2.3 Mergers

In case a subhalo merges into a more massive one, we merge the

corresponding galaxies as well, and at the same time. Meoger
trigger SF bursts, with an efficiency that depends on the mzdiss
of the two galaxies:

Amgiar = 0.56(ma/m1)%" 8

wherem, , ms are the baryonic mass of the central and satellite
galaxy respectively, anth..1q is the sum of the cold gas masses
of the two galaxies. This recipe follows the results of hytjro

namlcal simulations by Mihos & Hernguist (1994) and Cox ét al
) and was adopted by various SAMs (Somerville et @120

X Meold 5

|QLO_LQD_el_a.|
[2010). However, as will be explained below, we do not find arsjr

1 2006l;_Khochfar & Sllk 2009; Neistein & Weinmann

evidence that these bursts are necessary to reproduce tbe HY
galaxies, and we therefore do not include bursts in our fimal i
plementation of the model.
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2.3 HowtoturnaHYD into a SAM

We would like to extract the effective laws that govern thelev
tion of galaxies within the HYD. In the language of our SAM, we
need to identify the function&., fs, fa, fa that summarize the pro-
cesses of cooling, SF, feedback, and accretion. For satgdiax-
ies, we need to determine the constamis o, that describe the
stripping rates of cold and hot gas. In order to do so we follow
each subhalo within the HYD along with its merger-tree ouraet
and keep track of all the particle information. As in the SAMg
assume each subhalo includes exactly one galaxy.

At each snapshot we define three different mass components

for each galaxy:

e The stellar massnsiar, defined as the total mass of all star
particles within the subhalo.

e The mass of cold gas;..14, is the mass of all particles that are
able to form stars within the subhalo. According to the SFidamng
used by the HYD, these are all particles with local gas diessit
larger than 0.1 crhand temperatures lower thaf®K.

e The component of hot gasnn.t, includes all gas particles
that do not belong ten..14, as well as all particles that were once
within the subhalo, but were ejected later. These ejectetit|es
are assigned to the same subhalo only if they did not becomte pa
of other subhaloes. Note that usually in SAMs the ejectedigas
treated as a different gas component.

We keep track of all particles that belong to subhaloes withi
the HYD, and check which of them have changed their phase (i.e
Meold, Mstar, Mhot) DEtWeen two subsequent snapshots, or were
accreted/stripped. For each galaixwe define all possible transi-
tion rates of the KiNdR%, 14, ctars Rlioldshotr Rhot—scold, We also
checked that other rates, lik& . ..., are negligible. For exam-
ple, in order to compute the SF rate we use the following sum:

i 1
Rcoldastar = At E mj .
J

Herem; is the mass of the particlg and the sum goes over all
particles that started as...1.q at the beginning of the time-step,
and ended as stellar particleAt is the time in Gyr between the
two snapshots considered. In order to compute cooling (@tirtg
rates we use a similar sum, taking into account all partities
started as hot (cold) particles at the beginning of the titep, and
ended as cold (h(ﬂ.

For the accretion rateR’,, ., we use the sum over all par-
ticles that joined the hot component of the subhalo, and wete
identified inside other subhaloes before. In addition, vike iato
account the mass of particles that were exchanged betwéden su
haloes that belong to differemoF groups. This means that parti-
cles that are stripped into a differerF group are subtracted from
the accretion rate. On the other hand, particles that jarcémtral
subhalo coming from satellite subhaloes within the samegroup
are not accounted for in accretion rates.

Whenever we have a merger event, we first sum up the com-
ponents of the progenitor galaxies, and only then comp@tedtes

©)

3 Multiple transitions of the type hetcold—hot might exist between two
snapshots, but these are negligible according to the gpbiime-scales that
will be shown below. In case multiple transitions exist, mauding them

will modify the rates we measure. However, these modificatishould not
change the mass components of the SAM galaxies. This isfleetsethe

inherent degeneracy of the model equations.

for the remnant galaxy. This means that our rates reflect tite q
escent evolution only, and do not include mergers expjididbw-
ever, mergers might still induce bursts both in the HYD andvVGA
following, e.g., EqCB. Mergers can also affect other preessndi-
rectly, like heating, cooling or SF within the HYD. This isswill
be discussed below.

The efficiencies for each galaxyare defined by normalizing
the rates:

i —hot
a = ", 10
f: N (10)
@ Rio co.
fc = % ) (11)
hot
;J _ Rc;l;l{iastars , (12)
cold
i RL ld—hot
— ___cold—hot 13
fi= 7 (13)

cold—stars

In order to obtain the global efficiency law, for the full caslogical
box, we consider only central subhaloes within thedrF groups.
We then split the sample of subhaloes into bins of differeassn
and redshift. For each bin the average efficiency is definea/by
aging the nominator and denominator separately. For exampl

{Reoldsstar)

(meowa)
Here averaging is done over all galaxies within the sarheandz
bin. Quite arbitrarily, we choose bins of 0.2 dex/ify,, and 7 bins
in cosmic time, spaced by 2 Gyr. We have checked that finer
bins do not modify the results of this wdfkThe bins in cosmic
time are much wider than the time between two subsequent snap
shots. Consequently, the time average typically includediffer-
ent snapshots.

When computing the accretion efficiency, we use the fact that

within the SAM, negative dark-matter accretion events erated
as zero, and are not inducing negative gas accretion. To thake
approach consistent with the average valug’pfmeasured from
the HYD, we set all negative values of;, to zero first, only then
do we averag@/), and computef:

fS(Mhyz) = (14)

< 7;hot>
(max (Mh, O))
This way of averaging guarantees that the total baryonicsmas
within our SAM galaxies will agree with the HYD.

We have saved stripping and accretion rates for satellisxga
ies, and recorded the amount of mass flowing into the cenital s
halo, in comparison to the total mass being stripped. Inigértbe
stripped mass is best described by a normalized efficierythie
ratio a, = Amuos/Mmnot, as was defined in Ef] 7. However, we
found that bothn;, anda. are changing as a function of the host
subhalo mass and redshift. In addition, the efficienciesedback
and cooling for satellite galaxies are somewhat differkantthose
for central galaxies. This partially depends on the deéingiof the
various gas phases, and how each is being stripped. In thiswe
have chosen the simplest model possible, taking into acanin
constantsy. and «,. Furthermore, we use the same cooling and
feedback efficiencies as for central galaxies. We will shaloly

fa(Mhyz) = (15)

4 The SAM used here_(Neistein & Weinmanhn 2010) automaticaiteri
polates the input values df, fa, fc, fq Into a fine grid in halo mass and
time.

© 2011 RAS, MNRASD00,[TH14
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Figure 1. The efficiencies of cooling, accretion, SF, and feedbadkviohg

the main-progenitor history of a specific galaxy within th€[B{ hosted by

a subhalo of mass- 10'* M, atz = 0. Solid lines show the different
efficiencies for this galaxy as measured from the HYD at adlpsiots.
Thethick dashed lines correspond to the average efficiency for all galaxies
within the HYD, including only central galaxies with the saimost subhalo
mass and at the same redshift as the galaxy plotted in soéd.liThethin
dashed lines show the standard deviation for the same sample of galaxies
above. The mass components of this galaxy are shown ibFig. 2.

that this solution is reasonably accurate for satellitexgak. We
plan to investigate this issue more closely in a future work.

In the hydrodynamical simulation, star particles can lasae
of their mass due to stellar winds and SN. This mass loss is com
puted using a stellar population synthesis model and ischtlle
the surrounding particles (see Wiersma et al. 2009). Alghathis
process can be easily modeled within the SAM, it complictiies
interpretation of the results. This is mainly because thlestmass

Hydro simulations and semi-analytic models 5
14 T T
—stars
—cold
13 ——hot -
0 5 10 15

Lookback time [Gyr]

Figure 2. The baryonic components for the main-progenitor history of
specific galaxySolid lines show the mass of stars, cold gas, and hot gas
as measured from the HYDashed lines represent the same components
within our SAM, using the same dark-matter subhaloes (set@séd). The
efficiencies of cooling, accretion, SF, and feedback forstiae galaxy are
plotted in Fig[1.

For completeness, we show in the Appendix all the efficiencie
from the HYD when using the proper mass for each particle, as
was used in the simulation.

In Fig. [ we show the different efficiencies for the main-
progenitor historﬂ of one massive galaxy within the HYD, in com-
parison to the global averages using all central subhalbéiseo
same mass and time within the HYD. It seems that the random-
ness in the efficiencies of one galaxy is not too big, and isaaexl
out over time (except for a few narrow peaks that should rfecaf
the masses of stars and gas significantly). For exanfpland f.
show deviations on time-scales of one snapshot (200 Myith wi
no significant trends over larger time-scales. On the otaadffy
and fs show deviations from the average efficiencies that are last-
ing for ~ 2 Gyr. Overall, the behaviour of one galaxy seems to be
very regular, and does not show significant deviations fattggen
the standard deviation (STD) computed using all the gaari¢he
HYD. The total mass in stars, cold gas, and hot gas for the same
galaxy are plotted in Fidl]2. We will show below that once we us
the SAM over the same merger-trees, the agreement betweBn HY
and SAM is very good, also when comparing individual objects

3 THEPHYSICS OF THE HYD

The different efficiencies extracted from the HYD shouldald=
the various physical processes involved in forming gakxde we
will see below, they allow the SAM to accurately reproduce th
population of galaxies in the HYD. This means that we havdia re

loss at a given epoch is the outcome of the SF history over a few able estimate of the net effect that heating, cooling, dicereand

Gyr. Therefore, the rates measured from the HYD would not be
instantaneous, and might include less scatter with regpettte
SAM. We therefore assume that all particles have a fixed naask,
compute all rates and efficiencies using this assumptiois d$+
sumption is also being used when comparing the results & iz
against the SAM. Consequently, the total baryonic massinvith
galaxies is sometimes higher than the universal baryoaiztitm.

© 2011 RAS, MNRASD00,[THI4

SF have on galaxies within the HYD.

5 The main-progenitor history is defined by following back imé the
most massive progenitor in each merger event. Note thatgat redshift,
the subhalo that belongs to the main-progenitor branch tnmighbe the
most massive within its merger tree.
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smooth accretion

10‘2 1 1 1 1
11 12 13 14 15

Log M), [Mg)]

Figure 3. The smooth accretion rate of baryons as derived from thedaydr

dynamical simulationf; is defined as the ratio of the smoothed hot accre-

tion, over the dark-matter smooth accretion, averagedrs bf halo mass
and time. Eaclsolid line represents a different redshift bin, all the other
lines are shown only far = 1: Thedashed line shows the average plus one
standard deviation irf,; The dotted-dashed line shows the average minus
one standard deviation, after averaging gufor all the progenitors within

10 T T T T E
——2z=33
—_—7 =2

0 —z =1
— 7 :0-E
cooling
10—3 1 1 1 1
11 12 13 14 15

Log M}, [Me)]

Figure 4. The cooling efficiencies extracted from the HYD, and avedage
as a function of halo mass and timy.is defined as the ratio of the cooling
rate over the mass of hot gas. Plotted lines are using the defimitions as

in Fig[3. Dashed lines on the bottom right are proportional to one over the
cosmic time.

each tree, and at 10 different snapshots (all the merger-trees are rooted Subhaloes are compensating for the negative accretiotsewod-
atz = 0); The dots represent the average plus one standard deviation of els based omverage dark-matter accretion rates should therefore

fa after averaging over different progenitors within a treet ot within
different snapshots. The thick dashed line is the univdragionic fraction,
Qp/(Qm — Q) = 0.213.

3.1 Smooth accretion

The values of the accretion ratg,, that were extracted from the
HYD are shown in Fig[13. We plot only the ‘hot accretion’ com-
ponent as we do not detect an accretion of cold gas into gsaxi
Although this seems to be in conflict with various recent wsid
(e.glKeres et al, 2005, 2009; Dekel et al. 2009; van de \&taat.

) it is a result of the different definitions of ‘cold gdkat are
being used in the literature. Here we define cold gas as thithgas
is able to form stars, requiring high densities (larger thancn?),
and not only low temperatures. This is a different definiticm
most other studies based on HYDs, that often define a gaslparti
to be cold if it was not previously heated to the virial tengiare of
its halo. Here we adopt a more straight-forward definitiorcafl
gas, based on the SF law. Using our definition, there is neacil
for ‘cold accretion’ at all redshifts and for all subhalo rees. This
factis reasonable, because star-forming gas might fons lsédore
it joins the subhalo, and will therefore be identified as aasafe
galaxy.

Unlike in standard SAMs, wherg, is assumed to be a con-

use the efficiencies quoted in the Appendix. We have alsokelgec
that the total baryonic fraction within galaxies agreeshwite ac-
cretion rates given in the Appendix. In terms of the comueris
made here, once we include a mechanism for gas strippingrwith
central galaxies, following the dark-matter evolution, deenot get

a better agreement between the HYD and SAM. We thereforetadop
the solution of positive accretion only, as it is more simjgléem-
plement.

As was discussed in sectibnP.3, the accretion rates shawn he
are based on a fixed particle mass, without taking into adcen
mass loss due to stellar winds and SN within the HYD. Conse-
quently, accretion rates can have values larger than thigadept
cosmic value§2, /(2 — 2s). In the Appendix we plot all the effi-
ciencies using the proper mass for each particle within th®H
This effect changes the overall normalization of each efficy
slightly, but it does not change the trends with subhalo naask
time.

3.2 Cooling

The next process for which the efficiencies are required atirg.
In Fig.[4 we show average cooling efficiencies for all the giaia
within the HYD. Here we should keep in mind that the component
of ‘hot gas’ includes gas particles that were ejected ouhefsub-

stant, heref, shows a significant dependence on the subhalo mass, halo. Therefore, the cooling efficiencies are normalizethieysum

decreasing by a factor of 10 from subhalo masses db'® to
10" Mg atz = 0. This is surprising, considering the fact that all
galaxies used here are the central objects inside Hugirgroups.
We have checked this effect further, and tested a model ictwhi
negative gas accretion (stripping) is allowed wheneverdiuek-
matter mass decreases. Using this new assumption, theiaacre
efficiencies become much closer to a constant, with deviatid a

of both ejected and hot gas, according to Ed. 11. For a diftere
definition of cooling efficiencies, where hot and ejectedsaisaare
treated separately, we refer the reader to the Appendix. e n
that the dip in the cooling efficiencies seen at a subhalo rofiss
~ 7 x 10" Mg, is due to the combination of both hot and ejected
phases.

In general, cooling efficiencies are showing a roughly con-

factor of ~ 2, consistent with van de Voort etlgl. (2011) (the equiv- stant behaviour as a function of subhalo masses for suthtaiver

alent plot of f,, in this case is shown in the Appendix, Hig.JA1). Our

conclusion is that the low accretion rates shown here forrimags

than~ 10*2 M, and go down for more massive subhaloes. This is
qualitatively in agreement with semi-analytic models. téwer, the

© 2011 RAS, MNRASD00,[THI2
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Figure 5. Star-formation efficiencies within the HYD, defined as thiora
of the SF rate over the mass of cold gas. For the line defisitime Fid.13.

dependence of the cooling efficiencies on cosmic time is1\gego
than a simple linear dependence. Since the dynamical tirtrenwi
subhaloes is proportional to the cosmic time, cooling cartreo
modeled only by the infall time of gas into the centre of haldéhis
might be a result of the cooling process itself, and its ddpeoe
on the hot gas properties (€.g. McCarthy ét al. 2008: Wielsta
2009).

In the terminology of ‘cold accretion’ mode, where all the

Hydro simulations and semi-analytic models 7

—2z=3 ]
—_—z=2
feedback —7 =1 ]
a — 7 =()
10 1 1 1 1
11 12 13 14 15

Log M, [Mg)]

Figure 6. Feedback efficiencies measured from the HYD, and averaged as
a function of halo mass and tim¢, is the ratio between the heating rate
and the SF rate. The thick gray line is proportional to th@lirelocity of
subhaloes to the power of -3/2, other lines are defined agjif@Fi

3.3 Star formation

Fig.[d shows the SF efficiencies found within the HYD. The time
scales for converting the cold gas into stars range frofGyr for

low mass subhaloes at= 0, to ~ 1 Gyr for massive subhaloes at
z = 3. The low-redshift values are roughly consistent with the ob

servational constraints_(Schiminovich etlal. 2010; Saigeoet al.

[2011). However, the dependence on redshift found here isimuc

smaller than what is usually assumed in SAMs, where the conve

accreted gas is assumed to be falling in narrow streams (e.g.Sion efflClency is proportional to the cosmic time (see, have

9), the process of ‘cooling’ describes theetit
takes the stream to reach the central disk, and become demsghe
to be a part of our definition ofr..14. A stronger dependence of
cooling on the cosmic time might mean that accretion thrdilgh
ments is more relevant at high redshift_(van de Voort 5t a1130
A different option is that trajectories of streams are moge r
dial at high-redshift. This last fact was already pointed by
Weinmann et 21[(2011), and is in agreement with the orbitsibf
haloes within cosmologlcal dark-matter smulaﬂd&;—(ﬁ@;

Hopkins et all 2010).

[2008). For examplé, Wang ef dl. (2011) showed

the SF efficiencies as a function of subhalo mass for varicag-m
els, where in standard SAMs the difference betweers 3 and
z = 0 reaches an order of magnitude.

Interestingly, the SF efficiencies show a double power-law b
haviour as a function of subhalo mass, where the peak effigien
is located at~ 102 — 10'3 M, depending on the specific red-
shift. For high-mass subhaloes the SF is not significantyced.
Consequently, the high fraction of passive galaxies withassive
subhaloes is not related to a reduced SF efficiency, butrrailyas

The coollng efficiencies shown here can be compared to stan- consumption, environmental effecis (Khochfar 11ik©08),

dard SAM algorithms, which are usually following the spioit
\White & Frenk (1991). This issue was investigated by varitusi-
ies in the past (Benson etlal. 2001; Yoshida &t al. 2002; Hlal.
2003; Cattaneo et al. 2007; De Lucia ef al. 2010; Crain et0dl02
ILu et al[201l1), mostly claiming some agreement betweermsliff
ent SAMs and HYDs, and some noticeable deviations (espgcial
at high redshift). For example, Crain et al. (2010) showed the
algorithm of White & Frenk[(1991) strongly overpredict ciog

rates due to the specific entropy profiles of gas within haltres

or AGN feedback (e.g. Croton et/al. 2006).

3.4 Feedback

The feedback efficiencies extracted from the HYD are ploited
Fig.[8. These seem to follow a power-law of the type’/? below
subhalo mass of 10'*M,, whereuw is the virial velocity of the
subhalo. Above this mass, the feedback efficiency shows @&shod
upturn. The feedback efficiency represents gas that is dhéas

addition, various SAMs that are based|on White & Frenk (1991) the cold phase into the hot component, and possibly ejectedfo

can show significant deviations in cooling rates due to thaildel

implementation of the algorithm (De Lucia etlal. 2010).

the subhalo. Within the OWLS reference model, SN feedback is
implemented in kinetic form using a constant wind velocity00

We find significant differences when comparing the cooling km s~!. This causes the feedback to become inefficient for halo

efficiencies here against the one used by De Lucia & BlaiZe27?

masses greater than a few timés* M, (Dalla Vecchia & Schaye

and summarized in Neistein & Weinmann (2010). For examytle, a [2008; Crain et &l. 2009; Schaye el{al. 2d10; Haas|2010).

z = 1,IDe Lucia & Blaizot (2007) predict cooling efficiency ef 1
Gyr~! at subhalo mass dfo*! M, roughly a factor of 10 higher
than what is found here.

(© 2011 RAS, MNRASD00,[THI2

SAMs usually assume a power-law efficiency with very dif-

ferent indexes. For example, De Lucia & Blalzot (2007) asstiia
constant]_Cole et all (2000) have used a power of -2, follgwie
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Figure 7. Comparing the masses of individual galaxies, SAM agairest th
HYD. Each panel represents a different mass component aetethhusing
only central subhaloes at = 0. The panels show the two dimensional
histogram of the pairémgsan, muyp), describing the mass of the same
objects in both models. The pixels are color-coded accgrttnthe log

of the number of objects. The mean difference between HYD Sl

is lower than 0.08 dex for all mass components. STDs are @08:f.,
(except for~ 10'! Mg, for which the STD goes to 0.13 dex). Foty,¢
andmy.ia1 the STD starts at- 0.08 dex for low mass galaxies and reaches
~ 0.04 for massive galaxies. The STD fet..4 is around 0.2 dex.

potential of the host halo; ahd Guo et MOll) assumed &ipow
of -3.5. All these are very different from what is found hefée
feedback efficiency within a model that includes three phade
0as {ncold, Mnot, @andme;c) is plotted in the Appendix.

4 COMPARING MODEL GALAXIES

In this section we compare the results of the SAM with the HYD.
The SAM uses only the physical ingredients that were desdrib
above, i.e. fa, fc, fs and fq, and was run using merger-trees ex-

9 P i i i i i
9 10 11 12 13 14 10 11 12 13 14
SAM, Log m [Mg]

Figure 8. Comparing the mass of individual galaxies, SAM against the
HYD. Data was derived in the same way as in . 7, but for theupo
lation of satellite galaxies at= 0. Mean (STD) differences between SAM
and HYD reach 0.1 (0.2) dex for bothstar andmyoga1, and 0.3 (0.5) dex
for mpet-

masses below0'® M, include less than 100 particles and suffer
from various numerical artifacts, also within the HYD.

We found that deviations betweemn.; in the SAM and the
HYD correlate strongly with deviations imy.:, and are the reason
for most of the scatter found im.¢. This is a consequence of the
fact that most of the baryonic mass is locatedrin,.. A similar
(but weaker) correlation exists between deviationsnin:.; and
mstar- EVen though the stellar mass is affected from various addi-
tional processes that seem to be more complicated thantiacgre
the deviations inf, between the HYD and the SAM still affect
mstar. This fact can also be seen in Figd13-6. In these plots we
show the STD of each efficiency at= 1, after averaging out all
progenitors of the same galaxy at= 0 (dotted-dashed lines). It
is evident that the scatter ify between different galaxies is signif-
icantly higher than the scatter in other efficiencies. Thighthbe
a result of different merger-histories for subhaloes that inside

tracted from the same HYD. We specifically use the same values different environment densities (the assembly bias efteab et al.

plotted in Figs[BE6, using three more bins in cosmic timewas
explained in sectioh 213, in order to keep the model simplalave
not attempt to model satellite galaxies with full accuratfe set the

2005).

The small scatter imnsiar between the HYD and the SAM
(0.08 dex) is interesting in view of the larger scattemnig,q (0.2

values ofa. anda;, to 0 and 0.3 respectively, because they provide dex). Although the masses of..1q are usually belowi0'° Mg,

an effective behaviour which is similar to that of the HYD.eTh
stripped gas is added to the central galaxy within e group.

and are therefore not numerically reliable, these massesear
sponsible for making stars, and somehow produce a smatkscat

Other than that, the SAM has no free parameters, and no tuningin ms... This issue will be discussed in section]6.3. A different

was done.
The model galaxies from the HYD and our SAM are com-

pared in Figll7. By matching the same subhaloes from the HYD &

contribution to the scatter im..1a comes from mergers, and will
be discussed in sectibn #.1.
We have explored the larger scattemin;., at values ofl0**

SAM, we are able to show the agreement between the models on arby running a different HYD, with a different feedback modek(la

object-by-object basis. Unlike in previous studies thatstd large
deviations between SAM and HYD galaxies (Met
[2011), here the two models agree quite well. For centralxgsda
the STD of differences is less than 0.1 dex, for all redskifid
for the various galaxy components (except f@f.14, which usu-
ally includes only a few tens of particles within a galaxyheTtotal
mass in baryonsyitotal = Mstar + Meold + Mhuot, IS Shown as a
probe of the accuracy of the accretion ratgs,Note that the mass
of gas particles within the simulation &64 x 10 h~'Mg, so

Vecchia & Schaye, in preparation), and by increasing theluésn

of the efficiency bins (both in mass and time). The high-netsah
efficiencies were not making any noticeable change, but thB H
with a different feedback model results in a significant $enaicat-
ter atmsiar = 10! M. It might be that the kinetic feedback pre-
scription used by the HYD affects the hydrodynamical stéthe
gas in a way that is different than other cooling and heathane
nels. These changes might complicate the simple distinctome
here between cold and hot gas. In addition, it might be that th

© 2011 RAS, MNRASD00,[TH12
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Figure 9. Comparing the mass of individual galaxies, SAM against the
HYD. Histograms are the same as in Kij). 7, but for the popradif cen-
tral and satellite galaxies at= 2. For central galaxies, the mean and STD
of differences between HYD & SAM are similar to the numbersted in
Fig.[@. For satellite galaxies the agreement is roughly tmes better than

in Fig.[d (in dex units).

transition between effective and ineffective feedbacleissgtive to
other properties of the subhaloes other than the subhals.mas

A comparison for satellite galaxiesat= 0 is shown in FiglB.
Here the deviations between the SAM and the HYD are larger tha
for central galaxies, reaching 0.2 dex for... We have tried a
model in which stripping of satellite galaxies follows thegping
of dark-matter, according o Weinmann et al. (2010). Thigleto
did not improve the match between the HYD and the SAM, prob-
ably because satellite galaxies experience on averageaiiff effi-
ciencies of cooling and feedback, as was discussed in s€Zii
This can be seen in Fifl] 8, whene...., for satellite galaxies be-
haves better thamstar andmuyet, hinting that the total amount of
stripping is modeled properly. The physics of satelliteag@ds is
complicated, and deserves more attention than we give hif t
work.

In Fig.[@ we compare galaxies at= 2, finding similar trends

Hydro simulations and semi-analytic models 9
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Figure 10. The mass functions afistar, meold, @andmy,et in the HYD
(solid lines) and in the SAM (dashed lines). All galaxieszat 0 are se-
lected.

because these galaxies had much less time to evolve witbin th
group, and deviations have not accumulated yet.

The mass functions fofistar, Mcold, aNdmnot, USINg both the
HYD and the SAM are shown in Fi§_110. Overall, the agreement
between the two models is very good for all mass components.
This is expected, as the agreement for individual objectpa.
Formuor < 1019 Mg the sensitivity of the HYD to resolution ef-
fects seems to be high. This probably hints to the dependsgribe
cooling mechanisms on resolution. Hig] 10 includes all tilaxjes
within each model. We note that the other figures in this sacti
only show galaxies that exigtoth in the SAM and in the HYD.
Due to our definitions, galaxies that just emerged withinHive
(and do not have any progenitors) are not included in the SBM.
the other hand, the SAM keeps a small population of galakias t
do not have descendant subhaloes. These two populatiogsitee
small and do not affect the mass functions.

The SF rates for individual objects are compared in Eig. 11.
Unlike the integrated properties shown above, the SF rdtes s
stronger deviations between the two models, with a STB @f.5
dex. The scatter imn.o1q is about 0.2 dex, meaning that the de-
viations in the SF rate are dominated by variations in the f8F e
ciency. In addition, most of the population of galaxies &t led-
shift form stars at a low ratey 1 My yr—!. This rate corresponds
to just a few gas particles within a snapshot, increasingtiagter
between HYDs and SAMs. As can also be seen in[Big. 5, the scat-
ter in fs between all galaxies is large, reaching a factor of 3 for low
mass subhaloes. However, whgris averaged over all the progen-
itors within a tree, and over a few snapshots, the scattes doen
dramatically. Apparently, the deviations in SF rates reisunuch
smaller deviations for stellar masses. We will examineiggge in

sectior 6.B.

4.1 How important are merger-induced bursts?

Our SAM does not include any merger-induced processesSkke
bursts, heating or cooling. We have tested the contributionerg-

toz = 0 as discussed above. The mass of cold gas is much higher aters to the models in various ways. First, we have computed the

this redshift, so the agreement and deviations are cldzoesatel-
lite galaxies the agreement is much better than-at0, probably

© 2011 RAS, MNRASD00,[THI2

average baryonic efficiencies after excluding galaxies lizal a
major merger event in the last 0.5 Gyr, or that have a majetlgat
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If the stellar mass of a galaxy is built frolNs equal values
of m;, theno,,, would equall/v/N;. Low values ofo,, indicate
on many merger events, while high values (close to unityicate
that the galaxy is built from one branch only. The meaningsihg
om can be related to the comparison we make between the HYD
and the SAM. Assume that each progenitor galaxy within th&ISA
includes some random, normally distributed error in steti@ass
(with respect to the HYD), that is proportional to its mass, In
this case the relative error in the sum of all masses (i.eetttg in
the SAM prediction fommsa,) will equal o, .

We have computed,, for each galaxy within our SAM, and
measured the correlation betweep and the deviations between
the SAM and HYD galaxies. We found that the mass within the
SAM galaxies is higher than within the HYD for galaxies with
more mergers (galaxies with lowet,,). This effect is true for all
mass componentsrisiar, Mcold, aNdmuet), but it is strongest for
meola. This means that galaxies within the HYD lose some of their
mass in each merger event, or that satellite galaxies lave sb
the stripped mass to the inter-galactic medium. This effeciot
modeled by our current SAM, but it should be straight forwerd
add it, once the treatment of satellite galaxies is morerateu

To conclude, we do not find any significant evidence for
merger-induced SF bursts within the HYD used here. This seem
to be in conflict with previous simulations of galaxy mergers
(e.g./Mihos & Hernquist 1994; Cox etlal. 2008). However, as wa
al. (2011), it might be that the pasen
of hot gas in subhaloes regulates the efficiency of bursthinvit
our simulation. It might also be that the mass gained in burst
does not contribute much to the total stellar mass withiaxgjab
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Figure 11. Comparison of SF rates for individual galaxies within thedmo
els, SAM against the HYD. Central and satellite subhaloespéotted in
dots and circles respectively. The solid line shows theeslyhere both
SF rates agree. Top and bottom panels show results for0 andz = 2,
respectively.

galaxy at a distance smaller than 0.5 Mpc (‘major mergersd a
‘major satellite’ are defined to have a mass ratio larger thai.
Applying this selection criterion does not change the itsof the
efficiencies in a noticeable way. The agreement betweenAlé S
and HYD galaxies does not change either. There is only a minor
change in the average agreementrif,i.1. However, it might be
that thenumber of merger events is small, and cannot affect the full
population of galaxies within a cosmological box.

A second test we carried out is to run our SAM with an addi-
tional recipe for merger-induced SF bursts. We have usestéme
dard recipe given in E{[] 8 above. However, in terms of the @@mp
ison made here, this recipe does not change the agreemesenet
the HYD and the SAM.

Since the effect of mergers might accumulate with time, we
would like to define a quantity that is related to the numbenefg-
ers a galaxy had in its past. Consider a galaxgat0, and define
the mass in starsp; (¢ > 1), that was accreted from each satel-
lite galaxy: within the merger tree. All the stars that were formed
within the main-progenitor branch are termed. Usingmstar, the
stellar mass of the galaxy today, we define:

(Khochfar & Silk|2006), and that mergers are too rare (Lotalet
|2008:;| Hopkins et al. 2010). On the other hand, we do find sig-
nificant evidence for mass loss within mergers, as was mbinte
out by previous studies (Monaco et al. 2006; Purcell gt 80720
Conroy et al. 2007; Yang etlal. 2009).

5 THE ONE-PHASE MODEL

The analysis above was based on a SAM with two different gas
phases within a galaxyp.oia andma.t. As an alternative, this sec-
tion describes a model with only one phase of gas, allowinpus
study the uniqueness of the SAM equations. The one-phaselmod
has been explored by other studies in the past. In one of thesta
SAM works,|Colk[(1991) used modelling of cold gas in haloes to
predict the galaxy luminosity function. Although SAMs arsuu
ally based on three phases of gas in galaxies, the one-phada m
was recently explored by Bouché et al. (2010); Krumholz &&e
(2011):| Khochfar & Silk (2011);_Daveé etlal, (2011). In wha-f
lows, we will try to emphasize the points of similarity andfeli-
ence with respect to these previous works.

5.1 A SAM with one phase of gas
For each galaxy we define

Mgas = Mhot T Mcold - (17)
Thus, mgas includes all gas particles within the subhalo, as well
as gas particles that were ejected from the halo. In this, ¢hee

© 2011 RAS, MNRASD00,[TH12



equations that govern galaxy evolution are:

Mstar

mgas -

= fo Migas

_ﬂ'mgas+fa'Mh-

(18)

Within the SAM, these equations assume tfiaand f. are inde-
pendent of the galaxy components;;., andmg.s. However, if
we compare this model to the standard model with the two phase
above (EdB), we getthdlt = fameola /Mgas. COnsequently, if the
standard model is accurate, the one-phase model cannaatedr
as a set of ordinary differential equations as we assumevbelo

The one phase model is useful because it is simple, and i
casef, does not depend om..., it can be integrated to follow
the evolution of one object, with no mergers. First, we defiree
integral,

t1
P(to,t1) = exp {— / fsdt} : (19)
to

where the values of. within the integrand are computed for the
specific mass history of the subhalo. Orféés computed, the so-
lution of the set of equations can then be written as

Migas(t) = Mgas(to) P(to, t)+ (20)

alt
Plto t/f 1Mht1)
t07t1

It should be emphasized that this solution is valid for orenbh

only, and cannot be expanded easily to include all the piitaysn
within a merger-tree. This is because bgihand f, depend on the
mass of each progenitor.

Hydro simulations and semi-analytic models 11
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Figure 12. Star-formation efficiencies within the one-phase model,as
defined in Eq_IB. The line-types are the same as ifFFig. 3.s9bols are
showing the average values @f using a sample of subhaloes with mass
lower than~ 102 Mg atz = 0, along with all their progenitors.

assume a constant dependence on subhalo mass. As was meéntion
above, there are other important differences between thdeimo
used here and previous studies. Here the gas mass correspond
all the gas inside the subhalo, including both cold and hotpm
nents, while previous studies have used the cold gas onlgdin

A model with one gas phase can be written in various ways. dition, previous models were applied to average main-prioge
For example, we could have a model that is based only on the histories, while here the model is evolved through the carafed
cold gas within a galaxy, as was done [by Bouché lefal. (2010); structure of merger-trees.

IKhochfar & Silk (2011) and Davé etal. (2011). It is eviderarh
Eqgs[® that a straightforward way to do it is to assume thahtite
gas component equals thatal baryonic mass, neglecting the 3rd
equation, and keeping the two first equations almost unatary
should be noted that we then get a set of equations that er-diff
ent from the above studies. Here the source term ig‘g\Mh, but

fe faMy, wheref, represent the fraction of hot gas within the sub-
halo. Since this approach is different from our standardehade

do not explore it further here.

5.3 Galaxies in the one-phase model

In Fig.[13 (upper left panel) we compare the results of the one
phase SAM discussed above, to the original HYD galaxies. The
SAM is based on the efficiency shown in Fig] 12. Although the
one-phase model is significantly simpler than our standardet)
the results of this model agree well with the HYD, at the same
level as in our standard model (there is, however, a smatsyatic

We have also tested a model that includes three phases of 9aSgeyiation of~0.1 dex that is seen only in low mass galaxies within

usingme;jc in addition to the two phases in the standard model. The
mass withinm.;. takes into account all the gas particles that were
ejected from the subhalo. These are pariaf,; in the standard
two-phase model. For most of the results quoted below, thidein
shows a similar agreement to the HYD, and is thus not disdiusse
detail. We present the feedback and cooling efficienciespcoad

for this model in the Appendix.

5.2 Star formation

In Fig.[12 we plot SF efficiencies for the one-phase modekrites
ing the efficiency of transforming the total amount of gashinita
subhalo into stars. The values fif combine the behaviour of;,
fe, and fq from the standard model into a one, compact form (see
Eq.[18). 5

The values of f; shown in Fig.[IP are different from
what is usually assumed within one-phase mo
[2010; Krumholz & Dekél 2011; Khochfar & Silk 20111 ; Davé ef aI
@). For example, the SF efficiency derived from our HYD
changes rapidly as a function of subhalo mass, while otheksvo

(© 2011 RAS, MNRASD00,[THI2

the one-phase model). We have checked that a similar agnteme
is obtained at higher redshifts. To summarize, we find theesam
accuracy in matching the SAM against the HYD when using one,
two or three gas phases for each galaxy (the same is truealso f
the gas components).

The agreement found for the one-phase model proves that the
SAM equations are not unique, and that different models can a
curately reproduce the same HYD. We will discuss the reaBmns
this behaviour, and the related implications in sedtioh 6.3

6 MORETESTS
6.1 Efficiencies based on one galaxy

The efficiencies plotted in FigEl[3-6 have usually a largeteca
when computing the variance over the full population of g&a
within the box. However, we also show that once efficiencies a
first averaged over all the progenitors of each- 0 galaxy, the
variance decreases significantly. This is shown as thedidashed



12 E.Neisteinetal.

14
13f
12f
11f
10t
14
13f
12f
11f
10,5

one-phase tree-a

tree-b y tree-c

HYD, Log mstar [Mo)]

9 10 11 12 13 14 10 11 12 13 14
SAM, Log mgtar [Mo)]

Figure 13. Comparison of the SAM against the HYD, using deviations
for individual galaxies. The histogram were derived in tlagns way as
in Fig.[D. Here we plot only stellar masseszat= 0. The upper left panel
shows the results of the one-phase model (seEfidn 5.1)r @émels show

a comparison using all galaxies within the box, using SAMcifficies that
are extracted from the history of onbne massive galaxy at = 0. Each
panel is based on efficiencies extracted from a differerdxyalrandomly
selected.

lines in the efficiency plots. As a result, it should be pdssib ex-
tract the SAM efficiencies using the history of one massivega
within the HYD.

Fig. [I3 shows results of various different SAMs. In each
model we extracted the SAM efficiencies using only one random
massive galaxy within the HYD, along with all its progengoThe
results of these models nicely reproduce the populatioheoHYD
galaxies within thefull box. This test proves that one can use a
single high-resolution zoom simulation in order to extréue net
result of the physics of a HYD. Once the efficiencies are known
the SAM can use a large statistics of merger-trees, basedrén d
matter only simulations, to explore the same physics as sed in
the high-resolution HYD.

At stellar masses ot 10! M, the agreement between the
SAM and HYD is less good. As was discussed in sedfion 4, this
might indicate on a larger variation in feedback efficienciee-
tween subhaloes of the same mass.

6.2 The dependence of efficiencies on time-steps and on
subhalo mass

The accuracy of the efficiencies discussed here might depand
the number of output snapshots used to extract informatfiom f
the HYD. For example, since the feedback delay time is 30 Myr
after any SF episode, and wind particles are not allowed o fo
stars for an additional 15 Myr, the snapshot spacing shootidjo
below ~ 50 Myr. To explore the sensitivity of our method to the
time between snapshots, we have tested the same methodhaling
of the snapshots in our main run. The full analysis descréiEx/e
was repeated using half of the snapshots, including mérees;
computation of efficiencies, and running the SAM. We did nad fi
any significant changes in the results, and we conclude timat o
method is not sensitive to the specific choice of snapshatirspa

It might be that HYDs which include different physical ingrents
will show more sensitivity in this respect.

In Fig.[12 we plot in symbols the efficiency, using a range
of low mass subhaloes<(10'2 Mg) within the HYD. We select
subhaloes a = 0 and use all their progenitors for computing the
averagefs. It is clear that the averagg for these subhaloes agrees
well with the total average within the box. This point allous to
use our method in order to increase the dynamical range of$4YD
Efficiencies for massive subhaloes can in general be egttarsing
low resolution simulations. On the other hand, efficienféoedow
mass subhaloes can be derived using a high-resolution aiwrul
of low mass objects.

6.3 Why do SAM & HYD agree?

In the previous sections we have shown that our SAM agreds qui
well with the HYD, even when comparing individual galaxi€his
fact seems to be surprising. After all, the HYD follows thendgn-
ics of typically 10% — 10° particles within a galaxy, and the rates
of cooling, SF, and feedback should be affected by many ldetai
within the HYD. For example, metallicity, the abundance @f d
ferent elements within the gaseous halo, and the gas dqursity
file should all affect the cooling rate strong@.llt

is also known that the morphology of the galaxy, and the apati
distribution of cold gas within the disk, should affect thE &tes
(McKee & Ostrikerl 2007). How is it that the simple SAM, based
on average efficiencies per subhalo mass and time, can rtegrod
all these dependencies accurately?

The fact that the simple, one-phase model, provides an accu-
rate match to individual galaxies within the HYD might helpto
discover the reasons for the good agreement. We will thusl bui
our arguments using the one-phase model, since it is singoidr
includes an analytic integral solution.

Assume that for a specific galaxy within the HYD, the values
of f, deviate from the average values as adopted by the SAM. From
Fig.[13, it looks like deviations between different mergrees are
negligible. This means that within the full history of onelaey
(including all its progenitors), the deviations jia with respect to
the SAM efficiencies should average to zero. In order to wstead
how these deviations affepts., We examine the analytic solution
presented in EqE_119 B 20. As seen from these equations, the ma
components of the galaxy depend on integral values, sucheas t
integral of f; over time. Since the deviations jf should be aver-
aged out over time, these deviations do not affegt., much. This
is also true if the model is not ideal in the sense thalepends on
Mgas.

The fact that our efficiencies are computed using average val
ues per subhalo mass and time is the other key ingredienhéor t
good match between the SAM and the HYD. Such a method guar-
antees that on average, the mass of each baryonic compoaitigint w
the SAM will agree with the HYD. Moreover, the scatter betwee
the models should be small because various random proazsses
cel each other: the SF history of one galaxy is built fromediht
episodes in its history, and the stellar mass is a sum ovéhnedke
episodes. If each SF event within the HYD includes some nando
error (with respect to the SAM), the sum of all should have &imu
smaller scatter. This is the reason why the deviations ine®&ésr
between the HYD and SAM are of the order of 0.5 dex, while the
total stellar masses agree much better, to a level of 0.1 dex.

© 2011 RAS, MNRASD00,[TH14



7 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In this work we have developed a method to post-process ahydr
dynamical simulation of galaxy formation (HYD), and to edt
the simple baryonic laws that shape the evolution of gatawiéhin

it. By using the same laws within a semi-analytic model (SANg
confirmed that the resulting galaxies in both models remanost
unchanged.

We have used a state-of-the-art HYD, taken from the OWLS
project (Schaye et Al._2010). This simulation includes atiet
cooling, a galactic wind model for feedback, and a SF redipé¢ t
mimics the observed Kennicutt-Schmidt law. On the otherdhan
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rate between baryonic processes and cosmic variance, arlteca
used to interpret one zoomed hydrodynamical simulatiom flu-

ture work, we plan to use the method developed here in order to
scan combinations of various implementations of feedbackSF
within hydrodynamical simulations.

We have investigated the efficiencies of the baryonic pseEes
within the HYD, showing that this specific simulation deeist
from the values adopted by standard SAMs. We have shown that
smooth accretion does not always follow dark-matter, afessef-
ficient for low-mass haloes (see also van de Voort &t al,|20411)
the fresh gas falling into subhaloes is either hot or dilate] can-
not form stars. For a given subhalo mass, cooling time-scale

we have used a simple SAM, based on the approach presented ioughly proportional to the cosmic time, with somewhat séror

Neistein & Weinmarln| (2010). In this SAM, the processes of ac-
cretion, cooling, SF, and feedback, are modeled using efitoés
that depend only on the host subhalo mass and redshift. égtho
previous studies did not find a good agreement between HYBs an
SAMSs, our simple SAM can reproduce the results of the advénce
HYD at the level of 0.1 dex, when comparing individual gaésxi
(see Fig[¥). The same level of accuracy is achieved for @l re
shifts and for various mass components (stars and gasugtho
the cold gas component shows deviations-af.2 dex). Statistical
properties of galaxies, like the stellar mass function aa@irately
reproduced by the SAM as well (see Higl] 10).

time-scales at higla- On the other hand, the efficiency of SF does
not change significantly with cosmic time and does not deerea
strongly for high-mass haloes. Lastly, the HYD used heres amé
show noticeable contributions from merger-induced stemédgion
bursts. We hope that these findings can help to bridge the gap b
tween SAMs and HYDs, and will be useful for interpreting eais
existing models.
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APPENDIX A: MORE EFFICIENCIES

In this section we plot additional efficiency values that evex-
tracted from the HYD. In Fig—Al we plot the smooth accretion,
when stripping is allowed for central galaxies. These dmmeates
are very different from our standard model (Hig). 3), provihgt
stripping occurs often in low mass haloes.

In Fig.[A2 we show the cooling and feedback efficiencies
when we use an additional gas phase;. to describe the ejected
gas. Heref. describes the transition fromy,t t0 meo1a ONly, and
is normalized bymy.t. Feedback is defined as the total heated
gas, including all gas particles that started within,;q and ended
Within muoet OF Meje.

The efficiencies plotted in Figgl[3-6 use a fixed particle mass
and do not account for mass loss due to SN and stellar winds. Al
though these efficiencies were treated self-consistemtiiyg main
body of this work, they might deviate from the true efficieei
computed with the proper particle mass. In Figsl AB & A4 we plo
the true efficiencies. These are very similar to the values! txe-
fore, but show some small differences in the overall normadiion.
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Figure Al. The smooth accretion rate of baryons as derived from thedhydr
dynamical simulation, using a model in which stripping of bas follows
the dark-matter stripping. The definitions of line-types #re same as in
Fig.[3.
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Figure A2. The cooling and feedback efficiencies within the HYD, using
a separate ejection phase. The definitions of line-typeshareame as in
Fig.[3.
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Figure A3. The cooling and feedback efficiencies using the proper naiss f  Figure A4. The accretion and SF efficiencies using the proper mass for
each particle within the HYD. The definitions of line-type® ¢he same as each particle within the HYD. The definitions of line-type® ¢he same as
in Fig.[3. in Fig.[3.
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